. MEMORANDUM .

DATE: Aprii 15, 1pas

RE: Summary of April 14 Meeting on South Cavalcade RI Report

FROM: James F, Pendergast
Remgdial Praject Manager (6H-EE)

TO: South Cavalcade fileg

the Meeting on April 14, The PRP had Previousily sent EpaA revisfang tg Chapters

1 through 6 of the report. Attached js the list of comments which were not
addressed in the PRP's revision.

CHAPTERS 1 - ¢

The PAP described how they wilj Tespond to the outstanding comments:

Edit #43: Add a footnote to Table 3-2 to describe the caiculation,

Edit #49: Adg the accuaracy to the text,
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Edit #55: Provide a cleaner copy.

Tech #4: Put thisg section in the Executive Summary.

Tech #12: yge total metals in the rigk calculationg.

Tech #23: Deiete the computer drawn piots; they cause the problen,

Tech #30: Add data from DWOL and an off-site well tgo show no deeper
contamination,

Tech #35: Add narrative tg link surface water with surface soilg,

Tech #38: add narrative to link sediments with surface sojlg,

CHAPTERS 8 & 9

The PRP showed us the reviged versions of these chapters. These
completely responded to all our comments exoept for the anes listed below:
Tech #69: HMeans will nat he calculated here.

Tech #70: We agreed to drop thig comment; the discussion will be in
the FS report.

Tech #71: Add a map showing gurficia] contamination and Paved areas.

Tech #76: Retain surface water for Cu, Pb, and Zn impacts an figh.

T AR -
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. MEMORANDUM .

CHAPTER 7

Host of the discussion was focussed on Chapter 7, the presentation of
subsurface contamination. The PRP agreed to completely regpond to ail our
conments except far tChe ones listed below:

Edit #87 & 89: VWe agreed to drop theses comments because the old CDM
data have uncertain QA/QC.

Edit #32: Ue agreed to drop these because the unit designations were

changed in Chapter 4 to correct this.

Edit #100, Tech #60 & ¥61: The Unit 4 data wiil be divided into on-
site and off-site.

Edit 103-107, Tech #62-64: This section will be completely rewritten
without the presentation which caused these problems.

Edit #111 & #4112, Tech #68:

We agreed to delete the volune
calculations.

Tech #49: The tuo samples were the only residential area samples.

Tech #51: This will be put into the Executive Summary.

Tech #53 & #58: The PRP will check on these.

Tech #59: We agreed to drop this because there were no data %o use,
Tech #65: “"Composited" was poorly used; they will use "combined".
Tech #66: We agreed to drop this because surrogate data showed
contamination.
APPENDICES

The PRP agreed to completely respond to aill editorial comments and some
technical comments. Appendia | will be deleted because the PRP agrees that the

computer drawn grounduater elevations oniy confuse the issue. The following
describes the comments without agreements:

Tech ¥6: The PRP disagrees with us. They added water to assure
satuvaration of the well pack. They will review the data
and methods to determine if there were any interferences.

However, the data did check out with the results from North
Cavalcade. Therefore, the significance of this may be
smatll.

CDM will also write a memo to discuss this,

Tech #10: The PRP agreed to run a pump test in the RD if active

ground water recavery wiil be used.

Tech #11 & B13: VWe ran out of time; this will be covered in a iater
phone call.
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EDITORIAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 1 OF THE DRAFT R! REPART

Page Par Line

Comment

- -~ -——

vi 2  ---
X 2 e--
xiif - ---
xui 2 4
evii ---
Tahie 3-2
3+26 + -
3-40 1+ ---
Figure a-11
7-30 i 8
-t 2 10
715 2 14
7-23 14
7-1 2

7-2 2 8
7-3 2

Add a list of acronyms.
Add discussiaon about general ground water flow direction.
Correct the range of copper concentrations.

Replace the column headings for "Maximum Detected Caoncen-
trations™ with *Maximum Sample™.

Replace "two" with "one".

Carrect the discussion to note that there was an increase
in downwind concentrations for phenol, ag stated on page
8_170

Why aren't wells PQ6, PQ7 and C7-0W-04, all listed in
Appendix F, Volume 3, presented here? State bow the well
development purge velumes were calculated.

What was the source and chemical quality of the injected
water? What is the precision and accuracy of the water
level indicator dovices?

Describe the use of data under each validation class. For
example, the qualified data can only be used *., indicate
the pregence of coataminantg, and not ta quantify the
magnitude.

The figure is exhauystive, yet unreadable. A larger scale
map showing a smalier area would be more appropriate. The
City of Houston water wells 1085 and 1086, located east of
[-59 (present in the N. Cavalcade RI), are not identified
on the Figure.

This sentence is unclear; it can be Interpreted to mean
that invatid data were used in the evaluation. I[nvalid
data should not be used. We believe you mean to say that
sone qualitative data were used along with the valid data
in the evaluation.

Objectives of the groundwater gquality evaluation should
also include:

a. An evaluation of the a@xtent of contamination

N"06326

b. Migration of compounds, hoth laterally aand vertlcally.

c. Evaluation of potential source areas.
Define "useabie quantities™ of grounduater and Units L-4.

Add the validation gtatus for the ground water samples.




EDITORJAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 1 continued

Na Page Par Line Comment
78 7-4 2 446 Are the totals for ground water samples correct? You list
62 total samples with 22 total QA/QC samples. This gives

40 total field samples. On page 7-3 you list 60 samples.
79 7-4 2&3 -- The numbers of groundwater samples disagree with page 3-39
and Table 7-2.

80 Tab 7-1 List the hydrogeoiogic units, discuszsed in sections 7.6

through 7.7, next to each sample.

8L 7-13 3 5

Add a sentence to state that these compounds are not
likely contaminanis at the creosote site.

B2z 7-16 1 1 We prafer that you use tha numher of locations where ™~
7-16 3 4 contamination was detected rather than the number of o
7-23 2 3 samples. One abjective of the Rl repart iz to identify MY
7-28 1 2] the extent of contamination; the locations are a better .
7-30 2 3 indicator of extent than are the sampleg. O
7-31 2 2 . o

(]

83 7-16 1 3

Begin the sentence by stating “in the othear X borings,™.

84 7-16 3 5] Replace "no" with "no detected ({0 ug/i)",

" " L L.

7-33 3 6 " " " "

L] "

" " 3

Begin the sentence by stating "in the other 12 wells,”.

Replace "fairly well distribuced” with "found™.
L] L

L ] L] L]

Add the CDM well results.

L1} " L.} L3

L.

Add a figure to show the volatile compounds.

Ingsesrt the maximum CDH concentrations.
" - £ L.}

The firgt sentence either belongs in the above paragraph
ar else should be a separate paragraph.

Restate when the previous gamples were collected.

Section 7.7 Tables 7A-3 and 7A-4, refarred to in the text, contain a

number of samples that appear to be incorrectly assigned.
Based on the Unit 2 and Unit 3 definitions g{ven on page
Yi of the Executive Summary, the following Unit 2 samples
should he assigned to Unit 3: AO01-3B09-30, AQ3-SBO3-21,
AQ3-5805-22, A05-5B01-183, AQE6-5BO3-19 and AQ06-5R04~12.
the asgsignments are correct then a review of how Unit
agsignments were made would be appropriate.

1f
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EDITORIAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME i ceontinued

Mo Page Par Line Commant
93 7-25 1 16 Ingert "which could account for the varlation” after ¥
"location”.
94 7-26 t 5 The secand and third sentences in this paragraph say the
same thing about each round of sampling. Why not delete
"Round i" from the second sentence, and delete the third?
95 7-26 The PAH comparison table should include duplicate results
or the higher reported value of a duplicate pair. o
96 7-28 2 4 Delete "at Monitoring Well SCK-HWil and”.

97 7-28 2 9 The teview would be mare easily conducted {f the results
were directly compared in a table. o
o
98 7-30 3 4 Replace "100" with "1Q", [Yat
49 7-31 t 9 Define "useable quantities™ of groundwater. j;
100 7-31 3 -- Compare the metal concentrations to the background for o)
Unit 3. Although not an exact comparison, ve believe the
this background sample can alsoc serve to indicate the
background for Unit 4.
{01 7-34 ¢ 2 [nsert "in CAV-QUWQE" after "coapounds®.

102 7-34

w
4
'

Add the maximum values of the samples.
o L. ] ] L.} " L]

"

In line 4 , reference a map to identify these areas, and

in line 5, append "and had concentrations exceeding 1
mg/kg".,

Add "There were xx of these borings."

This paragraph is unclear.

We are not sure which area vou
are discussing.

Reword to make (t clearer,

The numbers in paragraph 1 do not correlate with Figures
7-3 to 7-5.

The three samples 2 should be identified. According to
Tables 7A-3 and 7A-5, some of these samples were from
borings outside of the site boundary. The final! sentence

af the paragraph contradicts what is gtated In paragraph
d, and should be removed.

108 7-40 Bullets

ldentify the levels of surrogate and laboratory respaonses
which you used to determine the presence of contamination.

Add a map and digcussion for volatiies and metals.
....... " w " " ® n L. ]

L]

"

L

[P —— "

k]
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EDITORIAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME ! continued

No Page Par Line Comment
110 7-43 1 2

{dentify the method detection level.
7-44 2 4 " moom "

11t 7-45 3 - Add the missing aquifer thicknesses.

{12 7-46 t - Add the missing ground water volumes.

113 7A-L e------ The units should be the same as in the text (mg/kg).
TA-4 —=====- " L] o L] L] " r n " " "
TA_S _______ tr " ] " " " " " " "
7‘-6 ....... " " ” L L. o " L L L it
'?A_Q _______ L] L L] L] L. L L4 L L] [ "w
7A_Io ....... n " "n L. " 1. " L L. L] 4

114 Appendix 7A There appear to be errorg in the validation status of AQG-

SB06-07, in the chromium and copper results of A10-5B04-08
and in some PAH results of A02-5SBQ3-21, A03-SBOi-i1,
A26-5805-19, compared to Appendix {, Volume 3.

{15 Appendix 7B

006329

The validation status of all samples is migssing and the
VOC results of MW01-001 and MW12-001 are missing.
Appendix R, Volume 3 also indicates that Tahle 7B-5,
sapnples MW12-00t are incorrectly reported. The sampiing
dates shouid be given on Tables 7B-13 and 7B-15.

P

Add some discussion on data validation Zor air samples.

Add the time of day to the column headings.

The last part of the paragraph is confusing. One sentence
siates that it is impassible ta evaluate callection effi-

ciency whereas the next sentence says it is satisfactory.
Reword to clarify the points you are making.

Replace “27" with ®"17°.
Add "which have MEG's" after "inveatigated”.
Replace "277 with "17v.

Add "which have MEG*s"™ after "“analyzed".

Replace "limits” with "HEG’s".
Define trace quantities as "less than 0.01 ug/Hs“.

Reference the guidelines used to perform thisg preliminary
PHEA.

The term "light aromatics™ should be defined, in terms af
a list of compounds.
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EDITORIAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME t continued

No Page Par Line Comment

127 9-5 Tab 9-1 The tables are missing means and some data, and are not
8-6 Tab 9-2 congsistent when reporting zerg occurrences. We prefer
g9-9 Tab 9-3 that you use the Same format for these tables as you
9~10 Tab 9-4 used in the Texarkana Ri report,
89-12 Tab 9-5 -ditto-
9-13 Tab 9-6 -ditto-
128 Tab 9-3 Unit 1-3 numbers do not track the data in Appendix Q,
Tab g-4 Volume 3 and with Appendix 7A. Explain on how these
tables were developed.
129 g9-1t Rephrase this section to clarify that the selected PCOC's
are those compounds which were used at the facility. Thig
also requires that the compounds related tog historical O
operations be discussed at some location in Section 1. MY
130 Tab 9-5 Major discrepancies exist with Appendix R, Volume 3, M
Appendix 7B and this table. In addition,  the higher O
reported value of 3 duplicate pair should be listed. <
(o)
131 Tab 9-6 The numbers should be checked against Appendix R, Volume
3. Cadmium results here are incomplete,
132 9-15 Soilg The pathways for the trespassers alsg apply to the an-site
workers. Fix the table to show this,
133 8-15 Sediment Access is not restrictet ‘gr al] ditches. Therefore, the
8-16 2 2 term "trespassers” is not completly accuyrate. We prefer
9-26 Sediment the tern "non-warkers".
134 9-18 2 2 Replace "two areag" Wwith "two detected areas",
135 9-i19 2 2 Replace "both areag® with "hoth detected areas",
136 g-22 2 10 Reference the letter from USFUs.
3
5
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10

11

12

13

Page Par Line

Appendix G

EDITORIAL COMMENTS ON VGLUME 2 OF THE DRAFT RI REPORT

Comment

Add the 9/17/86 letter from Jamea Campbell which requests
the revised sampling program.
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EDITORIAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 3 OF THE DRAFT RI REPORT

Page Par Line

Comment

A-6 Figure
c-1 1 J
5-1 1 5
§-1 1 7

¢c-3 2  ---
C-4  Table
-6 3 13
c-11 1 1
c-11 -=-
c-11 3 ---
E-9 Table
Appendix I
J-13 Table

J-14 2 7
Appendix L
Appendix
Appendix

Appendix

The well log in Appendix F shows a clayey sand for SCK-P0O5
at 51 feet instead of a silty sand., The nearby baring
A26-SB03 also shows a clayey sand at 51 feet.
Delete "general" and "“general.y".

114 " H "

t 1 L) ]

What iz this describing?
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[dentify in this paragraph a high value from the data.
This is needed for comparison to the low values discussed.

The "zero™ for zinc should be "4".
Insert “total aromatic hydrocarbons® after “samples®.
The first part of the sentence is missing.

Show the data regarding the replicates,
" n n

" LJ n

The data are missing from the table.

The shaliow plot for 8/28/85 is either mis-dated or out of
orager.

The steve curve for SCK-PO! on page A-5 does not intersect
the 10% ligg. Therefore, the Hazen appraoximation should
bhe <1.0x10 .

Replace "less® with "more”.

Add the well records for wells 407, 408, and 438.

Some of the unit number assignments appear inconsistent.

Add the validation status for each sample.

Is the Z-methylnaphthaliene value for AL13-SBOL-10 (0.1800
ug/kg) correct? Also, the 2-nitrophenol and 2,4~
dimethyliphenal values disagree with Appendix R, Volume 3
for sample MW12-001. Which is correct?




It 1g unclear why the conclusion wag reached that no
surficial contaminant source areas were disclosed given

that soil staining wag noted at a total of 44 boring
locatians.

& 1-18 ------- Add a subsection which discusses the extent and nature of
the contaminant probtem. This is a required item under
the 1885 RI guidance.

i2 3-25 2 3

What was the turbidity of collected samples? How would
not fittering affect the interpretation of the metals?

23 4-36 3&4 -- Why do the groundwater contour maps in Appendix [, Volume

3 change after August {9867 [t wauld be helpful to shaw
the location of the leaky pipe on Figure 4-15. What is

the estimated discharge rate of this pipe? How long has
the pipe been leaking?

30 Figure 4-19 Is DWO2 too far to the west to have a chance of capturing

any potential contamination from the source areas? This
figure suggestrs that we need a deep uell ta the east.

006332

35 Section 5,3.4 Are there any conclusians regarding potential source areas

or correlations with contaminated soils or groundwater?
3B Section 5.4.4 The section shauld include discussion of potential source

areas, relationship to surface water results, and
comparisan ta background levels.

Why is lead not listed? We understand that lead may not a
typical contaminant at a creosote site, but the site data
shows that lead was found in concentrations exceeding the
--- background. Therefore, include lead in these tables.

Ye do not agree that all four locations shouw "fairly
consistent™ results., Well MW-16 has chemical parameters

which are auch greater than the parameters for the other
three wells.

Section

Given that MCL's or MCLG's exist for three of the detected

volatile organic compounds, why aren’t volatile crganic
results for grounduwater discussed?

Accarding to the soil boring location map (Figure 3-4),
appraokimately one third gf the 88 soil bhorings were
cotlected off-site, Why then wvere only two soil borings

chogen as being representative of background soil
inorganic conditions?

5{ Section 7.6.
7.7

1 What are the conclusions regarding soil contamination?
Segction 7,7.1

What is the distribution of compounds detected above
background levelg? Haw signiticant are these?
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Fig 7-4

Page Par Line
Section 7.6.2
7-17 3 10
7-19 4 11
7-20 2 --
7-27 3 ~=
7-25 il

Saction 7.8.1

Section 7.9.1

7-36 1 5 What about A1Q-SBOt?
tration in the southeastern area.

_implications for solute transport.

The origin of the data points on these figures is unclear.

Why are sdme Unit 2 data points deeper than Unit 3 data
pointg?

- The method in which soil and groundwater results were
composited needs to be explained in more detail. The
validity of this approach should also be discussed.

TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME | continued

Comment

Discuss that velatile organic compounds (excluding
methyiene chioride and acetone) were detected in 8 of the
18 shaitlow zane monitaring weils (Table 7B-2) and bhenzene
concentrations were greater than 50 mg/! in 4 locations.

Were the non-aqueous phase liquids noted in Well CAV-0OUW11
lighter or denser than water? This has significant

Discuss the possible explanations for the differences in
pentachlorphencl detection between the previous and the
Rl-rejated sampiing resuits,

How repregsentative of groundwater inarganic chemistry are
the results from nanfiltered metals samples?

This comaent
also applies to Figure 7-2.

What could account for the order of magnitude decrease in
PAH concentrations at well SCK-P0O3?

Why are metals concentrations higher at the northern end
aof the site than the southern end?

What is the relationship between the lawer intermediate
zane (silt zone) water quality and Unit 3 soil quality?

it should be noted that 4 of the 5 Unit 4 soil samples

discussed here are located outside of the site boundary.
How applicable are the off-site results?

How do background concentrations compare to the inorganic
indicator concentrations?

The table is missing many samples (A0$-5B03, AQ!-5B04,
AO1-5B09, A03-5BO3, A17-5B01) that contain PAH's and

includes some samples collected outside the site boundary
(AQG-5B04, AQR-5B0OZ). Any reason for this? Also, why

were barings A01-5B03, AO1-SB0S9, and A03-SBOS5 not included
in this analysis?

Thig boring has the highest concen-
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No Page Par Line

TECENICAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 1 continued

Comment

66 Fig 7-86

G7 7-42 2 --

68 Section 7.12

69 98-2 2 &

70 9-2 2 .-

71 9-7 |
72 9-11 3
xvii 4

73 9-1t last
Tab 9-10

Tab 8-7

006334

The posgibility of downward migration of denser than water

NAPL around old or porriy completed wells should be
addresgsed.

Same of the metals in the surface water exceed EPA chronic
aquatic water criteria.

in the report.

The Unit 2 boundary contour drawn around borings A26-5B04
and A26-5B0OS is inconsistent. Appendix Q, VYolume 3
indicates the anly detected PAH coampound at either site is
bis-(2 ethylhexyl? phthalate. Occurrences of this
compound in other borings has been ignared. Also, why
isn't welil OWOB shown on the map? What are the
impiications of this map, given note number 4?

What accounts for cff-site migration of PAH compounds to
the southeast? According to Figure 4-6 and the
grounduater contour maps in Appendix [, Volume 3,
in the upgradient and updip direction.
can be made regarding VOC distributions?

this is
What conclusians

Why not identify the volume of soils associated with the
contapinated ground water?

How were the J values used?

How were the geometric means
calculated?

Was there any correlation between areas of facility
operations and areag of detected contamination? Such a
correlation could be used to identify areas of potential
expasure in the absence gn analytical results.

What about surficial sails? Are these alsa of interest?
What about future development which may result in breach-
ing the paved areas? These issues must also be addressed.

Lead was found at concentrations excseding the background.
Why isn’t it considered a PCOC?

The occurrence of PCOC's summary, item 2, is extremely

misleading. VOC's were not analyzed for in soils so their
occurrence in soils is unknown.

An expasure pathway to off-site waorkers and residential
occupants due to off-site migration of surface water and
groundwater shaould he included and evaluated. Alsgo, the

expusure to on-site workers is not only limited to dust;

some af the compounds, especially benzene, can valatilize
and thereby affect inhalation. These comments alse apply
to sections 9.4.1, 9.4.3, 9.5.3 and Tahles 9-10 and 2-11{.

We disagree with thig statement

npé6334




TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 3 QF THE DRAFT Rl REPORT

No Page Par Line Comment

1 A-l Table Explain why sample A14~SB03-19 has a hydraulic conductiv-

ity which is two orders of magnitude greater tham the
aothers from this aquitard.

What measure was evaluated? Were you evaluating the pre-
sence or magnitude of cantaminatian? This paragraph

implies magnitude; the statement discusses presence,

How was agreement on negative correlations used?

We do not believe you have sufficient data to make zny
statisticalily significant statement about x-ray fluore-
scence. However, ue agree that your data and lack of data

shows that x-ray fluorescence is not a proven method for
this site.

5 Appendix | We have problems with the manner in which these plots were

drawn, The computer only fits curves to data. It does
not provide hydrogeoilogical interpretatfons., This becomes
very evident in the figures where new wells are added.

The additional information can radically change the
interpretatian of the data.

N06335

The hydraulic conductivity test procedure is questianable.
If static water levels are above the top of the confined
aquifer, the process of "saturating" the test zone isg
unnecessary and creates artificial static head (H).

v I-2 Table We have problems with SCK-P05. Part of the boring log

from Appendix F shows a clayey sand. MNearby borings show
a clayey sand (A26-5B03) and a sandy clay (A26-5B808).

The falling-head test results vary by mare than an arder
of magnitude in each water-bearing zone.

The grain-gsize analyses in Appendix A indicate that Hazen
approximatiaons of hydraulic conductivity are not valid (10
percent passing must exceed 0.1 om grain size).

Falling~kead (slug) tests are limited by the material
having the !owest hydraulic conductivity of the following:

Well Screen
Filter Pack
Borehole Wall

Formation near the well

i1t is not possible to determine which o¢f these hydraulic
conductivities are being measured during a slug test,

Therefore, the siug test may not truly determine the
aquifer characteristics.
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Appendix 3

Appendix §

TECHNICAL COMMENTS oN VOLUME cantinued

Comment

Blank cantamination s not discussed in the text.

hlank contamination Incorparateq into the evaluation of
sampling resyltg?

valid. Deesn’t the high lead blank make the jea
only qualitative?

NNA3Z3IH
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